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Purpose

rd

The purpose of this study was to ascertain the relationship between cer-
tain entrance requirements for graduate level educational research training
programs and the success of the trainee in satisfactorily completing all re-
quirements in a one or two year program, or gaining reappointment to second or
third years in a trairing program. )

_ Since the training programs studied had completed the second year at the
tine the data was gathered, it was not possible Lo assess the relationship be-

tween entrance requirements and successful completion of all requirements in

the three year programs.

Sample

—The populat;bn consisted of all graduate level educational research train-
ees who were admitted to the Title IV USOE FResearch Training Programs as of
September 1, 1966, or who have been admitted since that date, and have actually

registered for courses and begun the program.

-

Procedures

A questionnaire was designed to gather the following data:

1. Standardized tests and test scores used as criteria for
admissions

2. Undergraduate and graduate grade point averages;

3. Academic background (major and minor fields of under-
graduate and graduate study)j

- &, Professional educatioral experience ard/or certifica-
tion, including the number oi years of such exXperience

that trainees hac at date of admission, and

5. Age at date of admission. :




RELATED RESEARCH

Review of Descriptive Research Studies

In comparison with the mumber of research studiss that have been completed
in other fields of study :n education such as reading, history, etc., the num-
ber of studies on the training of educational researchers is small indeed.,

There are only four descriptive studies on educational research training
"which have been completed to date (May 1968). A fifth descriptive study was
atill in progress at the time of this writing with a "preliminary projecticns"
report being the only information presently available on this study.

Three of the completed studies present evidence that indicates_a relation-
ship between certain entrance requirements fPr graduate level educatiohgl re-
se;rch training~programs and tne - -

1. quantity of traineé researchers produced by these pro-

grams, and
A

2. the research productivity of the doctoral level person-
nel graduated in the years of 1954 and 1964.

Two of the completed studies have attracted more attention on the part of

—

trainers of educational researchers than have the others. These studies are:

1. The Organization of Educational Research, by Sam Sieber
" and Paul Lazarfeld, (1966}, and ) -

2. Training for Educational Research, by Buswell, McConnell,
Heiss ané Knoell, (1966). -

There are-two principal reasons why the aforementicnad descriptive studies
hav? received such widespread attention:
1. The principal authors and their associates, among whom
can Se found.such w21l kxown names as David E. Clark, p
L. J. Cronbach, N, A..Fattu, A. W. Foshay, N; L. Gag;,

Danlel Griffiths, Julian Stanley, Sloan Wayland, Roald
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Campbell, E. F. Lindquist, and Ralph W. Tyler are among
the most eminent research training authorities in the

field.

2. Taken together these two studies present the only com-

prehensive view of the organization of educational re-

search and researcher training as they existed in the

United States just prior to the activation of the USOE i g

Training Programs in the fall of 1966,

The Sieber and Lazarfeld study involved the 107 graduate schools or educa- - {
tion departments which awarded the Doctorate in 1963-64. The problem according

to Sieber and lazarsfeld was

to gain information about an institut:ional realm whose im-
puts are not recorded in any systematic way, and to relate
this information to various kinds of intellectual outcomes.
More concretely, it was a matter of measuring the numerous
social conditions which might conceivably impinge on the
production of research and of researchers by graduate schools
of education. (4, p.l) :

L8

This study was concerned with factors that influenced the production of

researchers, that is, men who entered positions where research was a primary

responsibility.

Buswell and McConnell's study involved 818 persons, or 59.7% of those wheo

-

received the Ph.D. or Ed.D. degree in Education in 1954, and 1750 persons, or

77.4% of those who received the Ph.D. or Ed.D. degree in Education in 1964.

As stated in the opening paragraph of Chapter one,

The problem of this study is to find means for improv-

- ing educational research by zttempting to identifv factors

. that lead to research productivity. Somz of these factors
\ : . reside in the training institutions, their graduate programs,
F - their intellectual climate, and the characteristics of their,
students and faculty, while other factors reside in the pat-
terns of available professionzl positions and in the special
programs, centers and institutes within which much education-
al research is done.c..




_ The principal purpose of (the questionnaire) portion
of the study was to discover whether persons who had pub-
1lished research during the ten year period differed signi-
ficantly from persons who had not published research, in
respect to the characteristics covered by the questionnaire.
It was therefore, necessary to arrive at some basis for dif-
ferentiating the research group from the no-research group.
This was dore on the basis of the retuins on question sixty
four which asked for a listing year by year of the research
that had been published by the person returning the ques-
tionnaire....

The following criteria were reviewed by the research
staff and were accepted as guidelines for classifying the
-reference listed in the questionnaire returns:

1. The research must be published. Typewritten papers

and mimeographed reports were not included.

2. References in local publications dealing with mat-

ters of purely local concern were excluded,

3. In general, book references were excluded, although

if a portion of the book contained a primary report
L .of a research study it was listed.

4, Reviews of research or of professional books were

excluded,

5. Studies of a philosophical or logical nature were

accepted if they were published in a reputabie ~
Journal in that area.

Most of the research publications included were empirical
studies containing substantive evidence, The primary aim was
to distinguish those publications which were serious systematic
studies or problems based on the collection of evidence, from
publiications which talked about a problem but were nothing more
than the opinion of the author supported what was said. (1)

The third completed study which was less comprehensive than the first two

_studies, The Development of Professional Personnel in Educational Research, re-

cently completed (September 1966) by Nancy H., Millikan under the sponsorship




of Sloan Wayland and Paul Lézarsfeld of Columbia University, had two objectives:

1.

2.

Millikan

1.

2.

Identification of conditions and structural character-

Istics of the graduate institution of education and of

any sub-units of the parent organization that may re-

late to production of researchers by each of the two

institutional settings....

Identification of individual characteristics that may

relate to patterns for potential commitment to research

by recent doctoral recipients in education. (3, pp. 1-3)

had two major sources for her data:

The data collected by Sieber and Lazarsfeld, Buswell and McConnell,

in the studies cited, as well as data collected by Brown using a

questionnaire survey of behavioral scientists in departments of

seventy seven of the 107 universities represented in the Sieber-

Lazarsfeld study.

Data collected by Millikan herself from:

a., Content analysis of the 1963-65 catalogues-of 110
graduate institutions of education that administer
the doctoral degree. -

b, Some case studies of a few selected research organ-
izations.

c. Interviews with twenty individuals: professors who
taught research courses in graduate institutions T
of education and in behavioral science departments

outside the department of education; recent doctoral

students in departments of euucation and sociology.

3, p. &

" Pertinent Conclusions of Descriptive Research Studies

Relevant to Recruitment and Entrance
Requirements for Graduate Level
Educational Research Training
Programs
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Professional Educational
"Experience

Millikan (3),.Buswe11 (1), and Sieber and Lazarsfeld (4), probe the rela-
tionship between the requirement of professional educational experience for
trainees and whether the trainees subsequently enter posiFions where research
is a primary responsibility, and become productive researchers. Millikan (3)
asserts that-individuals who have spent from one to five years in teachiqg or
other school experience are potential recruits-for research training. But, she
goes on to say that evidence éhows that individuals who spend at least six years

" in teaching or other school experience are not pote;tial recruits for research,

Buswell's (1) conclusions support those of Millikan; He indicates that
the number of years of teaching eXperience priér to the doctor's degr;e is neg-
atively related to research production in the ten years following the degree

~emong Ph.D.'s and Ed.D.'s who received their degrees in 1954 and 1964, -53.3%
of the Ph.D. (1954) and 36.5% of the Ed.D.'s (1954) who published research, had
five or f;wer years of teaching experience. Correspondingly $9.3% of the Ph.D.'s
(1954) and 80.9% of the Ed.D.'s (1954) who did noé p;blish research, had six |
or more fears of teaching experience. The percentages for the 1964 graduates
are similar. (1)

It is impoFtant to note that Buswell makes the ?oinp that the factors °€
age at the time of taking the doctor's degree, lateness of decision-to g$ on
for graduate work, and amount of professional expe;ience prior to the doctor's
degree, are all interrelated, but their relationship to research production is
similar., Those with littlg'or no teaching experience are also the vounger grad-
uate students, (1, p. 15)

Sieber and L;zérsfeld's conclusions are not related to tae number of years

of teaching experience but rather to whether any professional experience and/or




a teaching certificate should be required. Upon the basis of evidence gathered
in their stucy (4), Sieber and Lazargfeld claim that schools which require both
professional experience and a teaching certificate are least productive of re-
searchers. Schools requiring only a teaching certificate or neither a certifi-
cate nor experience are most productive.

In surmary they conclude that the data gathered support the claim that the
" entrance requirement of professional experience reduces the production of re-

"searchers, especially in schools with more Ph.D. candidates., The effect of en-

trance requirements on the substance or gquality of research carried out was not

measured., (&)

The evidence presented ﬁy Buswell (1), Sieber and Lazarsfeld (4), and by
Millikan (3) indicates that requiring professional educational experience and/
or.a teaching certificate is detrimental to the maximuﬁ effectiveness of research
training programs in pfoducing educaiional researchers who will enter positions
where research is a primary responsibility and who will be productive therein.
It is also apparent, that based on the findings of chese three studies, teach-
érs with more t@an five years experience are poor risﬁs as educational research-
er trainees. The chances that such trainees will compléte_gheir training, eﬁ-
ter positions where research is the primary work, and be productive researchers,
are much slimmer than they are for trainees with fewef than five years of-teach-

ing experience or no such experience at all,

Age

" Two research studies, those of Buswell (1),: and Millikan (3), present fiud-
ihgs which state that prospective research trainees should be selected who will'
‘be thirty-two or younger at the completion of the Doctoral program. Buswell

concludes that in terms of the research produced in the ten years following the




doctoral degree, it is clear that more of those who got the degree at ag: thirty-
two or under are productive than those who got their degrees at age forty or

OIder .

Level of Student Taient |
Of the five descriptive research studies cited in this chapter, that of
Sieber and Lazarsfeld is the only study which specifically mentions the "level
of student talent" as an important factor to consider when establishing recruit-
ment policies for research training programs.
To explcre the institutional arrangements which might

affect the output of researchers, we have suggested a frame-

work consisting of (1) recruitment policies bearing on the

level of student talent, (2) the research climate of the

school, and (3) provisions which exist for preparing research-
ers....

If we were disposed to select the most important set of
factors, we would designate recruitment policie. affecting
the level of student talent. (&4, p. 337)

Trainers of researchers seem to accept scores on a number of different stan-
dardized tests as indicators of the level of student-talent. The Miller Analo-
gies Test and the Graduate Record Examination lead the field in terms of fre-
quency of use with 49.4% (42/85) of the USOE Training Programs requiring or pre-
ferring the Miller Analogies Test and 76.5% (65/85) the Graduate Record Examin-

. ation. The remainder of the USOE Programs either specif& no particular test or

are scattered among a number of tests such as Dopp. Math Reasoning, S.C.A.T.,

National Teachers Exam, and Minn. Multiph., Personality Inventory. o h

_ Grade point averages are the second standard by which USOE Training Pro-
grams attempt tc gauge levels of quality in applicants ,or traineeships. Near-
ly all the Programs mention "scholarship" as one criterion for admission but

12ss than half, 48.2% (41/85) specify (in their proposals te the USOE) set un-

dergraduate or graduate grade point averages as acceptable minimums. Of those
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Programs specifying a set minimum tndergraduate grade point average, 34.17%
(29/85) 1ist 3.0 (four point scale), while 5.9% (5/85) list the same 3.0 mini-

mun for graduate grade point averages.

Academic Backcround

Buswell presents evidence which he claims, indicates that the undergradu-
ate major in psychology provides "something" that is conducive to doing research
following a doctor's degree. He relates that for those taking their Ph.D., the
.Percent of undergraduate majors: in psychology in the research (did publish re-
search) group was 15,0 as compared with 1.3 for the no-research group. For the

Ed.D,'s the corresﬁonding percentages were 7.3 and 1.3,

Buswell's fin&ings with regard to the relationship between an undergraduéte
'.maj?r in psychology and research productivity, while both interesting and inform-
ative, ar; far from conclusive, as he himself would undoubtedly admit., These

findings may, nevertheless, serve as "Iikely" indicaFors witﬁEregard to the value

LS
of an undergraduate major in psychology in relationship to future research pro-

. ductivit}. )

There is a wide range of practice among the USOE Training Programs with re-
gard co the types of academic backgrounds required or preferrad i;'prospective
research trainees, with a majority (47/85) of the Programs not specifying.any
particular major though zll require a Bachelor's degree from an accreditéd‘fodr
year college or university and seventeen require or prefer a Master?!s degree in
;ddition to the Bachelor'®s.

- The data just revieweg regarding Stendardized test score, grade point évar-'
age, and academic 5ackground entrance requirements for the 85 USOE Training Pro-

grams, was gathered by means oi an examination of the original proposals of these

programs, which were submitted to the USOE in 1966 for initial approval and fund-




ing. Since it may be that,i(l) some of the progranms did not include specific
references to test, grade point average, and acadenic background entronce re-
quirements in their original proposals, but still used these items to help gauge
the level of talent of prospective trainees, and (2) that when applying for se-
cond year funding, changes were made by the trainers in these three entrance re-
quirements, it seemed feasiblzs to include on the questionnaire to be used in
this study a three part question which seeks current information on the status
of test, grade point average, and academic background entrance requirements fbr

the USOE Programs.

Summa

There is a paucity of research on research training, The published research
" studies are cCescriptive of practices of schools of education which relate to the
production of educational researchers and to the research productivity of such
personnel, in fact, the presently existing studies do not déél specifically with
the practices o. research training programs as st.xch but rather with Ph.D. and
Ed.D. programs in general, as offered by major U. S, universities and colleges
Just srior to the activation of the Title IV USOE Educational Research Training

Programs in September, 1966,

This study was therefore in an area where to the best of the investigators'

knowledgé, has not been previously researched with reference to the presently
existing graduate level USOE Educational Research Training Programs.

If certain entrance requirements do affect (1) the quantitative production
of £rained educational researchers who will enter pcsitions where research is
a primary responsibility, and (2) the research productivity of these trained

researchers, then it would seem that a study which sheds light on the relation-

ship between entrance requirements and a program's production of researchers




will be of sigmificent walue to the present and future designers of educatiosnal

research trainipy progravs,

Analysis of Data

Data regarding one or more of the five entrance requirements studied, was
received on 525 research trainees representing sixty of the eighty five Gradu-
&te Educational Research Tra1n1no Progzrams to which ‘questionnaires were o*1g1n
ally maiied. The question immediately arises as to how representative are the
sixty programs with regard to the total number of eighty five programs. Are the
entrance requirerents of the sixty programs‘from which returns were received,
representative of the entrance requirements of the eighty five programs?

In a study recéntly completed by Fleury (2) he reports the following in-
formation with regard to the entrance r;quirements of the eighty five USOE fund-
ed graduate level educat1ona1 researca training programs:

1. Types of Standardized Tests
a. 49.47 required or preferred the Miller Analogies
Test., 507 of the programs submitting returns on

the present study also require or p;efer the
Miller Analogies Test. :

b. 76.5% required or preferred the Graduate Record T

Exam, 677% of the programs submitting returns
on the present study also require or prefer the
Graduate Record Exam. . :

2. Grade Point Averages

48.27 specified set undergraduate cr graduate
grade point averages. 78.37% of the programs sub-
mitting returns on the present study also require
or prefer set grade point averages.

3. Academic Background

44,77 required or preferred specific academic
major. 607 of the programs submitting returns
on the present study also require or prefer a
specific academic major.
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L. Profassional Educational Experierce andsor Certificatioan

55.37% did not mention this requirerment, while
%4,7% required or preferred some type of pro-
fessional educatisnal experience andfor certi-
fication., 51.6% of the prozrams subnitting re-
turns on the present study also require or pre-
fer some type of professional educational ex-
perience 2nd/or certification,

5. Age at Date of Admission
35.3% specified set maximum age at date of ad-
mittance. 33% of the programs submitting returas

on the present study also specify a set maximum
age at date of admittance.

The difference in the percentages of the 85 programs requiring certain en-

trance requirements and the percentages of the sixty of these programs which

resptnded to the present study are significant (10% or greater) with regard to

two of the five entrance requirements:

1. Grade Point Averages

2. Academic Background
LS

A substantially greater percentage of the 60 programs submitting returns

in the present study indicate specific requirements for Grade Point Averages
and Acadenic Background than was the case with the original requirements of the
85 programs reported in Fleury’s study. A number of factors may account for

this discrepancy:

1. the sixty programs submitting returns in the pre- .
sent study are not representative of the eighty-
five programs.

2. the original requirements of many of the eighty-five
programs have been amended since they submitted
their original proposals from which the data for
Fleury's sti.y (2) was taken.

-

-

3. requirements which were vague (and perhaps missed
" - in Fleury's study) have now been clearly stated
and thus recorded in the present study.

After comparing the requirements of a number of the sixty programs with
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r quirements listed in orig %al proposals for Federal fundinﬁ, it was found
. that their réqu1re zcnts h-d} over the two year period, béen made more explicit
jr. some cases and amended in otters. It can be assumed that the 60 programs

- - submitting retvrncs in the present study are representative of the 85 Federally
funded educatiosnal research training.programs originally studied by Fleury 2.

- ANOVA's were compiled with regard to individual trainee profiles on two
of the program entrance requirenents, standardized tests (MAT and GRE) and grade
point averages, to determine whether there were any s inificant differeﬁces in
means between the students in one year, two year and three year programs. Since
the one year programs are either non degree or MasterYs programs; the two year
programs, Master's, sixth year level, or-Doctoral programs with Educational Re-
search as a second major, and the three year programs exclusively Doctoral pro-
grams, }t seemed likely that the standardized test scores and grade point aver-
ages of trainees should be in a di;ect and positive relationship to the length
of the program, the highest scores being found in the three year programs. How-
ever, with regard to the Graduate Recorh Exam, Cpart 1 shows this does not ap-
pear to be the case. The ANOVA indicates no significant difference in means

between the three groups at either the .01 or .05 levels of significance.

When the ANOVA on Miller Analogies Test scores is examined, a similar re-

sult is noted. As Chart 2 indicates, there appears to be no significant differ-
ence in means between the three groups at tbe .01 1evé1 of sigaificance, though
there may be a significant difference in means at the .05 level of significance.
The results of the ANOVA with regard to grade point averages are similar
to‘those for standardized test scores. There appears éo be no significant dif-
ferences in means between.the three groups at either the .01 or .05 levels.

Charts &, 6, and 8 record the r hi ements or preferences of the sixty pro-

srams With regard to Academic Major, Educational Experience and/or Certification,

" VR T T I T S PR
.
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CHART 1

Graduate Record Examination:
Required Scores on Verbal Section

Treatment Group 1 (year) 2 (years) 3 (years)
Sample size 20 10 250
Mean 547.00 592.90 591.53
Standard Deviation _ "82.08 91.51 99.90
y A . 6.66 6.47 5.92
Analyses of Variance

- Sum of Squares DF  Mean Square: F ratio Fe .01 Fe .05
Between groups 36860.8668 2 18430.4334 1.8991 4,60 2.9%
Within groups 2688202.2437 277 9704.7012 '
Total 2725063.1105 279

. CHART 2
Miller Analogies Test
X Required Scores
Treatment Group 1 (year) 2 (years) 3 (years)
saﬁble size _ . 13 ) 64 183
Mean ' 60.769 63.281 67.459
Standard deviation 16.684 13.878 13.991
yA _ 3.542 4,550 4,822
Analyses of Variance
Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F ratio Fe .01 Fe .05

Between groups 1215,9083 2 607.9542  3.0577  4.60 2,99
Within groups 51098.6878 257 198.8276

Total 52314.5962 259




CHART 3

{Grade Point Averaces
Required Underzraduvate

Treatment Group 1 (year) 2 (years) 3 (years)
Sample size . 31 52 352
Mean " 3,.0755 2.9358 3.0%06
Standard deviation . _ 4011 .4289 4414
z \ ' 7.6672 6.8456 7.0021

Analyses of Variance

Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F ratio Fe .01 Fe .05

Between groups 1.0864 2 5432 " 2.8413 4,60 2.99
Within groups 82.5857 432 «1912
Total 83.6721 434 i

CHART &

Academic Major
Required or Preferred

Educational Administration 4 i
Educational Curriculum . 12

Rumanities ) 4
-Psychology 12

Sociclogy 7
-Social Sciences 9

Biolegical. Sciences 8

Physical Sciences 9

Other 1

66 programs

Actual number of programs represented is 36, Some
programs list more than one academic major while
24/60 programs indicate no preferrcd or required

acadz=mic major.




4 i | - 16 -

. | S
and Maximum Age at date of admission.

Several interesting factors become apparent when tﬁe trainee profile charcts
are examined. On Chart 5, "Trainee Profiles: Academic Majors", it is clear
that three fourths of the trainees included in this study were not education ma-
jors at the undergraduate level. Psychology and the Physical Science majors
make up nearly half of the trzinees. When the graduate majors (masters or sixth
year levels) are examined, it is evident that a decided switch has taken place
. More_than half of the trainees reporting had majors in Education. Thus-ét ap-
.pears that many trainees combine an undergraduate major in a discipline other
than education with a graduate major in education, a combination that a rumber

of research trainers deem desireable.

CHART 5

Trainee Profiles:
Academic Masors

Uhdergra@uate Graduate
‘Educational Administration (including Ed. Res.) 0 72
Educational Guidance ‘ - 1 29
E&uca;ional Curriculum {includes any labelled
‘ “Ed" only) 106 _ 115
Humanities - g 71 26
Psychology B :_.100 _86
| Scciology ' h ' 27 _ i&
Other Social Sciences 76 - 33
Biological Sciences ' . . 26 . 10
Physical Scierces o | 114 41
Other - | 2

Total number of EraiNees e...ceesecscssccscses 22 28
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. CHART 6

Educational Experience and/or
Certification Required or Preferred

J Elementary and/or Secondary Teaching Experience
Required or Preferred ......I‘.................................. 31

Other Professional Educational Experience
Req‘Jired or PreferrEd ©0 0000600000000 006000000000vecccsoscsoctsosssoocs 17

Elementary and/or Secondary Teacher Certification
Required or Preferred. ...................C......I..............‘ 13

Other Certification Required or Preferred ...c.cecesececcccccccs 3

*
64 programs -

Actual number of programs represented is 31. Some pro-
grams while requiring or preferring educational experience
of some sort, checked two or more of the four categories
listed above. 29/60 programs failed to indicate any sort
of professional educational experience and/or certification
. requirement or preference.

v CHART 7

Trainee Profiles:
Educational Experience

Years Teaching Administrative Other Educational
' ‘ ' Exper ience

20 * | 1 : 1 . 1
157 S o

0" 18 | 2 _ 2

st " 77 | 19 13

4 _ .36 ' 8 | 6

3 0 . © .10 18

2 T 68 : 11 ' ' 30

1 o .66 2% 42

Total No. of trainees 323 75 110
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The data presented on C?arp 7 "Trainee Profiles: Educational Experience",
indicates that the overwhelm;ng majority of trainees had less than five years
experience in education or no professional educational experience at all. As is
tndi-ated in the Related Research section of this study, this is a desireable
characteristic with regard to the trainee successfully completing the research
training program and subseqpently entering a position where research is a pri-
mary iesponsibility. )

Age at date of zdmission was the fifth entrance requirement concefning
which data was gathered in the present study. Buswell (1) and Millikan (2) in-
dicate that prospective trainees should be selected wﬂo will be thirty two or
younger at the completion of the Doctoral program.

Given the factor of a back log of prospective research trainee talent vhich

»

" was awaiting some form of financial assistance to begin training, it is surpris-

ing that, as Chart 9 indicates, over sixty percent of the trainees were twenty

nine years of age or under at date of admission. This implies that they would
LS «

complete their training on or before the age of thirty two. Ancther large block

of trainees is in the thirty to thirty five category. If this category is added
to the under twenty nine group we find more than eighty percent of p}esent |
trainers under the age of thirty five at date of admission which bodes welil for
educafional reséarch since these trainees wiliihave a lg;ge portion of their

working life still ahead of them upon completion of their training.

Entrance Requirements vs. Successful
Completion of Research Training Programs

The main focus of this study was an attempt to determine the relationship
between entrance requirements for graduate level educational research training
programs and whether the trainee successfully completes the program. In other

words, how predictive are the 5 most common entrance requirements, singularly
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Maximum Age Required or Preferred
at Date of Admission
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or in combination with regard <. the success of a traimce in completing a re-
search training program.

In order to answer this question, a multiple regression problem was posed
fn wiich an attempt was made to derive e formula which would predict the extent
of success for an individual candidate by, examining his entrance requirements?
profile., It should be noted that academic background was not included in the

multiple regression due to the extreme difficulty of effective and meaningful

-

categorization of "majors".

Chart 10 presents a Summary Table wiich indicates that even with the in-

clusion of all variables there is still approximetely eighty five percent of

quirement prefiles were not effective predictors of the relative success of

LS
the trainees in completing the programs. It would be rash to cecnclude on the

basis of this study alone that present entrance requiremernts need to be revised.

However, on the basis of the evidence presented, the relaticnship between pre-
sent entrance requirements and levels of success in completion of the programs

by traineess, should be a fruitful area for further research.

the variation to be accounted for. In other words, the entrance requirement
variables included in the mu_tiple regression process, effectively prédict .
. ' \ .
-suc;esé only about fifteen percent of the time! It seems fair to conclude that »
for the group of research trainees inciuded in this study, their entrance re-
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